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Remarks 

In the present response, claims 1 - 17 are presented for examination, 

Requirentent for Information: 37 C'FR § J.I05 

Applicants are not aware of any publication not of record that was relied upon to 
develop the disclosed subject matter and that describes tiie applicants' invention, 
particiilariy as to developing and relying on the formuias labeled equation 2-8. 

Claim Rejections: 35 USC § 1 12 

Chum 3, 9, Lvnd 16 are rejected under 35 liSC § 11.2, second paragraph, as being 
indefmite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter that 
applicant regards as the invention. AppUcants respeetfiilly assert that these rejections are 
moot. Claims 3, 9. and 16 are amended to recite that 'i'(b) is a ratio of the joint bid 
distribution and the density function and is solved to compute the bid value associated 
with the selected bidder for the given bid. 

Claim Rejections: 35 USC § 102(e) 

Claims 1-1 7 are rejected under 35 USC § 102(e) as being unpatentable over 
l..!SPN 7,096,197 (Messner). Applicants respectfuliy traverse. 

Each of the independent ciaim.s recites numerous recitations that are taught in 
Messner. Some examples arc provided below with respect lo claim I and other claims. 

\s one cxanicle, danxi 1 r(.cii(.s losing histoiicaf juction data to determine "a fu'st 
paramcier that is a function ofd johit hid distribution and a Jeasiu function rekned to the 
joint bid distnbution." Me^suct does not teach this element 

Messner discloses an anaKsis lo prcdici whether a bid can be expected to be a 
winning bid (9: 16-18). Messner mentions that the analysis "takes into accoimt past 
hL->ior\ ill bidding against known competitors and information on various types of assets 
pKlerred b> competing hiddeis" (10: 1-4), Messner. however, does not further describe 
in detail how this past humirKy! infoniuUiun i-? used in the anaKsu;, 

in comrasi to Messner, claim 1 recites specific limitations regarding how ihc 
historical auction data is used to compute a bid value for a selected bidder. Specitlcally, 
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claim ! recites using historicai auction data to determine "a first parameter tliat is a 
fmic tion of a joint bid distribution and a density function related to the joint bid 

distribution.'' Messner never teaches that historical auction data, is used in this maimer. 
Again, Messner merely mentions that the analysis takes in account past history of 
bidding. 

Anticipation under section 102 can be found only if a single reference shows 
exactly what is claimed (see Titanium Metals Corp. v. Banner, 778 F,2d 775, 227 
U.S.P.Q, 773 (Fed. Cir. 1985)). For at least these reasons, the independent claims and 
their dependent claims are not anticipated by Messner. 

As another example, claim 1 recites *'soi\ing an equation that includes the first 
parameter and the selected bidder's value distnbution, and not the value distribution of 
other bidders, to compute a bid value associated with the selected bidder for a given bid." 
1 he prev ious element in claim 1 iuriher recites that the first parameter is a tlmction of a 
joint bid distribution and density function. Thus, by combining these two elements, claim 
1 recites a specific method for solving the equation to compute a bid value associated 
with the selected bidder for a given bid. The equation includes a joint bid distribution, a 
density function, and the selected bidder's value distribirtion. Messner does not teach 
these three different elements irr an equation for computing a bid value associated with a 
,selected bidder. 

Fhe Examiner cites Messner at column 9, lines 39-50 for allegedly teaching the 
equation as recited in claim 1. Applicants respectfully disagree, 

Messner at column 9, lines 39-50 teaches that ranges of bids are expressed as a 
statistical distnbution, ITie distribution is sampled to simulate auction scenarios. By 
coritrast, the equation in claim 1 incUides three distinct elements: a joint bid distribution, 
a density function, and the selected bidders value distribution, Messner does not consider 
these three different elements to simuiate the auction scenarios. Again, Messner considers 
the statistical distribution of bid values and samples these values to generate simulated 
auction results. This technique taught in Messner is ver>' different than the equation 
recited in claim 1. Again, claim 1 recites a specific method for solving the equation to 
compute a bid value associated with the selected bidder for a given bid. The equation 
includes three different elements: a joint bid distribution, a density fimction, and the 
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selected bidder's value distribution. The Examiner has Mied to show where Messner 
teaches these three different elements. 

For a prior art reference to anticipate under section 102, every element of the 
claimed invention must be identically shown in a single reference (see In re Bond, 910 
F.2d 831, 1 5 lJ.S.P.Q.2d 1 566 (Fed. Cir. 1990)). For at least these reasons, the 
independent claims and their dependent claims are not anticipated by Messner. 

As yet some further examples, dependent claims 2, S, and 1 5 recite solving 
ordinary diflereniial equations. The Examiner cites Messner at column 9, lines 48-61. 
Applicants have reviewed this section of Messner but find no mention or teaching of 
solving ordinary differential equations to compute a bid value ^sociated with a selected 
bidder. 

The E.xaminer is respecttuily reminded that anticipation is estabiished only when 
a single prior art reference discloses each and everj' element of a claimed invention 
united in the same way (see RCA Corp. v. Applied Digital Data Systems, Inc., 730 F.2d 
1440, 1444 (Fed. Cir. 1984)). 

As yet some further examples, dependent claims 3, 9, and 16 recite a specific 
equaiion for computing the bid value associated with the selected bidder. The Exajtniner 
cites Messner at column 9, lines 48-61. Applicants have reviewed this section of Mess.ner 
but find no mention or teaching of the specific equtition recited in claims 3, 9, and 16. 

The Examiner is respectfully reminded that there can be no dilference between 
the claimed ittvetttton and the cited reference, as viewed by a person of ordinary skill in 
the art (see Scripps Clinic & Research Foimdation v. Genentech Inc., 927 F.2d 1565, 
1576 (Fed. Cir. 1991)). 
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CONCLirSiON 

In view of the above, Applicants believe thai ail pending claims are in condition 
for allowance. Allowance of these claims is respectfully requested. 

Any ioquiry regarding this Amendment and Response should be directed to Philip 
S. Lyren at Telephone No. 832-236-5529. In addition, all correspondence should 
continue to be directed to the following address: 



Hewlett-Packard Company 

Intellectual Property Administration 
P.O. Box 272400 

Fort Collins, Colorado 80527-2400 



Respectfully submitted, 

/Philip S. Lyren #40,709/ 

Philip S, Lyren 
Reg. No. 40,709 
Ph: 832-236-5529 
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